Introduction
The term nutrient profiling is being intensively discussed since the European Commission proposed it as a regulatory instrument for health claims made on foods. According to the new proposal, nutrient-and health-related claims should only be allowed if the items in question fulfill the scores of specially defined nutrient profiles. The aims of the Council of the European Union and the European Parliament are (1) to protect consumers from misleading and even dangerous information; (2) to ban advertisements for foods and menus for children if they are not healthy in the sense of a good nutrient profile, and (3) 'creating equal conditions of competition for the food industry' [1] .
Generally there are several possibilities to characterize foods in order to make food-based recommendations:
• General statements or warnings (e.g. 'added sugar', 'rich in saturated fats') • Position in the Food Pyramid • Simple dietary guidelines (ex. 10 Regeln der DGE [2] , 'Nutrition and Your Health', USDA 2005 [3] ) • A traffic light system -red, yellow, green stickers • Use of nutrient profiles or a similar parameter.
Nutrient profiles were well known in some special fields of nutrition like protein evaluation or fatty acid profiling. However, for a judgment of the whole food quality the total number of nutrients would be too much. For the sake of clarity the number of nutrients included in the evaluation should be limited to the most important ones. Additionally, the data should be related to reference values in order to avoid too many dimensions (from g to g). Generally, the European Commission has proposed to establish the nutrient profiles on the basis of 'the content of different nutrients and substances with physiological effect, in particular those such as fat, saturated fat, trans fatty acids, salt/sodium and sugars whose excessive intakes in the overall diet are not recommended and those such as poly-and monounsaturated fats, available carbohydrates other than sugars, vitamins, minerals, protein and fiber' [1] . Among these positive nutrients, dietary fiber, folic acid, n-3 fatty acids, calcium and iron are discussed. The most important points seem to be the last three ones. At present it appears that a threshold solution will be favored which leads to a more category-specific view. The present proposals favor the basis of 100 g for defining nutritional profiles. However, the possible use of all three dimensions -100 g, 100 kJ/kcal, serving sizes -are still under discussion. Until now, 22 different proposals have been discussed, of which 3 use only negative criteria but 18 negative and positive aspects of nutrient concentrations. Six favor food categories and 15 an evaluation across the board respectively. Seventeen voted for a threshold and 4 for a scoring system. Eight use a 100-gram basis, 11 use serving sizes and 2 mixtures of 100 g + 100 kcal or 100 kcal + serving size, respectively. Some of the questions will be discussed below.
Description of Four Profiling Models Using Different Criteria
In the USA, the FDA has specified criteria for a profiling model (FDA Code of Federal Regulations [5] ). This system uses thresholds for disqualifying and qualifying nutrients per serving. The criteria are judged across the board; however, disparities between the food categories are considered by accounting to the serving sizes. Moreover, there are a lot of exemptions which are not discussed in detail here. The disqualifying and qualifying nutrients and their maxima and minima are shown in table 1 . The values correspond to thresholds for the disqualifying nutrients of ! 20% of the daily recommended value and for the qualifying nutrients of 1 10%, respectively (calculated for a 2,000-kcal diet [6] ).
As an example for the FDA system, 30 g of cornflakes were evaluated as shown in figure 1 [data from 7 ] . This item contains a lot of sodium which would be a problem if 100 g would be consumed (and calculated). However, by using the serving size of 30 g for that item the threshold for sodium is not exceeded. As for allowance to carry a health claim the food has to satisfy at least one of the qualifying minima, and this is the fact for iron. As a result, a claim is possible.
The 'a little a lot' system from the UK is a similar proposal using also thresholds across the board but on a 100-gram basis [8] . It uses one-fifth of the relative Guideline Daily Amount (GDA) as threshold for 'a lot' (calculated for a 2,245-kcal diet), which is 1 10 g of non-milk extrinsic sugar, 1 20 g of fat, 1 5 g saturated of fatty acids, 1 0.5 g of sodium and 1 3 g of NSP fiber, respectively. This is quite similar to the data of the above-mentioned US system. On the other side, the threshold values for the 'a little' criterion are much lower with one-thirtieth of the relative GDA, which is ! 2 g for non-milk extrinsic sugar, ! 3 g for fat, ! 1 g for saturates, ! 0.1 g for sodium, and ! 0.5 g for fiber, respectively. Since this procedure gives no clear decision for evaluation, it is not demonstrated with a practical example. However, the result of an evaluation of cornflakes with this system would show an exceeding of the threshold 'a lot' for sodium since this system uses 100 g as basis. This could disqualify the item from allowance to carry a claim. The 'tripartite classification' model of the Netherlands [9, 10] uses negative and positive nutrients in variable selection according to a classification in categories. For discrimination, thresholds are used at a food basis of 100 g. The tripartite classification is: (a) 'preferable', (b) 'middle course', and (c) 'exceptional'. Nutrients and thresholds are different in the food groups (e.g. milk and milk products or cheese or bread, bread substitutes, breakfast cereals, respectively). There are exemptions for food groups with a low nutrient density or high-energy density like snacks, spicy filling, sweets and cream. For these groups only thresholds for the content in saturated fatty acids (low and high) and in fiber (if 'high') are defined. Also for this system there exists no final decision for an application on legislations for claims yet. The primary aim was to inform consumers to make 'healthy' food choices.
Finally, the FSA scoring system for children [11, 12] should be discussed here. This model was first developed for children but can also be used for adults. A preliminary proposal [13] was presented and discussed earlier [14] . The FSA uses a scoring system across the board on a 100-gram basis. Up to 10 points are given for the 'negative' Figure 2 shows again a calculation of the scoring of the cornflakes example. The figure shows that for that item 12 negative points are counted and 8 positive. However, since the negative points sum up to 12 ( 1 10), the positive points of protein cannot be regarded. For this reason the result of subtraction of 4 points from 12 is 8 points and the decision is 'less healthy'. The item cannot bear a claim. On the other hand, the sodium content of the cornflakes appears quite high and some reduction seems to be possible. A reduction of one-third ( ϳ 300 mg) would lead to only 7-8 points for sodium and to a total of 9-10 negative points. In this case, both positive 4 points for fiber and protein can be used and the result of 9-10 minus 8 would be 1-2 which means a result of 'intermediate'. In this case the cornflakes could bear a claim.
Further Examples
Calculations with the US FDA Code and the UK FSA scoring system for another food item, a yoghurt with fruits (2.6% fat), is shown in figures 3 and 4 . The result is that in both cases, this item, 150 g for the US FDA Code and 100 g for the UK FSA scoring system, can bear a claim. 
Discussion of the Unsolved Questions
In this paper only a few examples of unsolved questions can be regarded. Far more discussions took place at the ILSI Europe Workshop, April 2006, whose results will be published soon [15] .
As we have seen, all systems use different nutrients in more or less different threshold or scoring concentrations. Moreover, some nutrients like dietary fiber and especially the term sugar are used or defined differently. Even the wording for the methods or results is different. Another reason for discrepancy is the use of thresholds versus scoring systems, respectively. In the threshold models foods will be classified as 'less healthy' or 'a healthier choice' depending on whether selected nutrients will be above or below distinct thresholds. Thresholds are relatively easy to understand and to explain to the consumer. On the other hand, they are often oversimplistic and biased since one nutrient can determine the value of a food. In the case of fat, foods with a higher fat content like nuts will be excluded. For this reason more exemptions than in scoring systems will be necessary. Scoring systems use, if they are not too mathematically complicated, a series of different thresholds scoring them with a system of points. A food that would exceed the threshold in the threshold method may be saved in the scoring system if its levels of other nutrients will lower the score. The scoring systems are more flexible, accurate and scientifically based. They can be used for different purposes like comparison of different foods or in nutritional education and for innovations in the food industry. On the other hand, scoring systems are more complex and difficult to understand. Currently the threshold models are favored, but the scoring systems should also be considered and developed.
The evaluation across the board is easier to develop, to control and to change. It allows a better comparison between foods also from different categories. On the other hand, not all critical nutrients fit into all food categories (e.g. fiber to milk products). For this reason more nutrients than in a model with categories would be necessary. Generally the evaluation across the board would need more exemptions.
The evaluation in food categories can use only a few, eventually only one typical criteria. Since certain food categories are higher in certain nutrients than others and vice versa, a specific evaluation would be possible. This would be easier for consumers to understand who would otherwise possibly ask why wholemeal bread may be a healthier choice, although it contains hardly any calcium. Moreover, this would also increase the incentive of the food industry to improve their products. On the other hand, the food categories are also not unique and it would not be easy to define the different groups. Moreover, the expert groups would be fraught with the management of definitions, grouping and allocations of categories and criteria. The US and UK experts seem to vote for an evaluation across the board, while the Netherlands and also German authorities favor models with categories.
Finally, many experts think that only models using 100 g as base should be favored since serving sizes are difficult to define. On the other hand, the systems using service sizes regard the problems of items used in small quantities and avoid by this way several exemptions. 
